Introduction
Many languages display a restriction on extraction of subjects from embedded clauses, in particular when the embedded clause is introduced by an overt complementizer. This phenomenon is called the "that-trace effect," and it is illustrated with a Swedish example in (1a). However, the literature reports on variation among the Scandinavian languages on this point (cf. among many others Platzack 1986 , Holmberg 1986 , Hellan and Christensen 1986 , and Westergaard et al. 2012 for a recent overview). According to the Swedish Reference Grammar (SAG, Teleman et al. 1999 , cf. also Platzack 1986 , Holmberg 1986 ), Swedish indeed displays a that-trace effect, in that the subject cannot be extracted when the embedded clause contains an overt complementizer as in (1a), while such extraction is possible when the complementizer is deleted, as in (1b) (Teleman et al. 1999 vol 4:426) . The same pattern holds true for Danish (cf. Vikner 1995) and Faroese (cf. Thráinsson et al. 2004 ):
(1) a. * Kalle har dom sagt att inte kommer. (Swedish)
Kalle have they said that not comes b.
Kalle har dom sagt inte kommer.
Kalle have they said not comes
'They have said that Kalle isn't coming.'
In Fenno-Swedish, on the other hand, the that-trace effect is claimed to be absent, and constructions like (2a) are acceptable (Teleman et al. 1999 vol 4: 426) . Moreover, for Norwegian, Faarlund et al. (1999:986) claim that, although it is preferred to delete the complementizer when a subject is extracted, leaving it expressed overtly is also an option, as in (2b) (cf. also Hellan and Christensen 1986 , Taraldsen 1978 , Fiva 1985 , 1991 , and Westergaard et al. 2012 for a recent overview): We know that there is quite a lot of variation across the Scandinavian languages with respect to issues related to subject extraction, and therefore these constructions were tested for in the Nordic Syntax Database.
Extraction of objects from embedded clauses is not known to be restricted by the presence or absence of the complementizer to the same extent, but for completeness, constructions parallel to those with subject extraction were included in the questionnaires.
Results

Nordic Syntax Database (NSD)
The following constructions with object extraction were tested in Norway, Sweden, and Finland: (6a) extraction from a that-complement without an overt complementizer; (6b) extraction from a thatcomplement with an overt complementizer; (6c) extraction from a that-complement with the complementizer som. This is illustrated here with Norwegian examples: Sweden, this example receives a high score everywhere. In Norway, however, there are several medium scores throughout the country, and there is also a cluster of low scores in the southern part of the country, see map 2. This is somewhat unexpected and calls for further investigation. Third, it has been noted (Nordgård 1985 , 1988 , Westergaard et al. 2012 ) that several Norwegian dialects use the relative pronoun som rather than the complementizer at 'that' in constructions when a wh-subject has been extracted. Thus, the example in (9) was included in the questionnaire, and tested in Norwegian The availability of a resumptive pronoun was also tested in one type of complement clause with object extraction in Finland and Sweden, (11a), and with subject extraction Norway, Finland and Sweden, (11b- 
Discussion
Object extraction appears to be possible from that-clauses both with and without an overt complementizer at 'that'. However, certain places, particularly in the south of Norway, display some restrictions on extraction from clauses with the overt complementizer. Moreover, use of the complementizer som 'that' is completely out in these constructions.
Turning to extraction of a wh-subject, we have seen that such extraction is generally accepted from that-clauses without an overt complementizer. In this respect, subject and object wh-extraction pattern alike. Moreover, while in Finland and Sweden, wh-subject extraction out of a clause with an overt complementizer is rejected, we find a complementary distribution with respect to such extraction in
Norway. In the Eastern part, such extraction is allowed out of complements with the overt complementizer at 'that' but disallowed out of a complement with the overt complementizer som 'that', while in the rest of Norway, we see the opposite pattern. These results have been reported on by Westergaard et al. (2012) based on the data from the Nordic Syntax Database, and readers are referred to this paper for further reading.
Finally, notice that although resumptive pronouns in constructions with extraction of a wh-subject from a that-clause were generally rejected, resumptive pronouns were accepted with extraction of a nonwh-subject from an if-clause in Finland, Sweden, and large parts of Norway.
